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REMARKS 

The present amendment is submitted in response to the Office Action 
dated October 22. 2003, as a supplement to the Applicants' amendment filed 
January 16, 2004, and as a result of the interview between the Examiner and the 
Applicants' representative of March 31 , 2004. 

Claims 16-31 are pending in this application. 

In this amendment, claim 16 has been amended to define "a method for 
regeneration of a particle filter", rather than "a method for a post-treatment of 
exhaust gas". New claim 31 has been added, which contains the feature that the 
regeneration process is controlled by the control/regulating unit, depending on 
the sulfur content of the fuel. Support for this language can be found in the 
specification on page 7, lines 13-20. 

The cited reference to Murphy discloses the use of hydrogen injection 
before an oxidation reactor in a Diesel system. This system does not provide 
any particle filter. Therefore, Murphy does not teach the regeneration of a 
particle filter. 

The secondary reference to Murachi shows an exhaust gas treating 
system including a particle filter. However, in the Murachi patent, the 
regeneration of the particle filter is performed by adding fuel directly to the Diesel 
engine, to close the intact shutter valve to a predetermined degree of opening, 
and additionally, to use an electric heater for heating the exhaust gas reaching 
an oxidizing catalyst. 
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Therefore, Murphy teaches the use of hydrogen in Diesel systems, but not 
the use of particle filters and their regeneration. Murachi teaches the use of 
particle filters and their regeneration, but not the use of hydrogen. Murachi only 
Shows the regeneration of particle filters by adding fuel to a Diesel engine without 
the addition of hydrogen. Thus, the practitioner would not be motivated to 
combine the systems of Murphy and Murachi, because neither reference 
provides any disclosure or suggestion regarding the regeneration of particle 
filters by the addition of hydrogen. 

Therefore, the rejection of the claims under Section 103 cannot be 
maintained. The mere fact that the prior art may be modified in the manner 
suggested by the Examiner does not make the modification obvious unless the 
prior art suggested the desirability of the modification. In re Fritch, 23 USPQ 2d 
1780, 1783-84 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

For the reasons set forth above, the Applicants respectfully submit that 
claims 16-31 are patentable over the cited references. The Applicants further 
request withdrawal of the rejections and reconsideration of the claims as herein 
amended. 

In light of the foregoing arguments in support of patentability, the 
Applicants respectfully submit that this application stands in condition for 
allowance. Action to this end is courteously solicited. 

Should the Examiner have any further comments or suggestions, the 
undersigned would very much welcome a telephone call in order to discuss 
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appropriate claim language that will place the application into condition for 
allowance. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Reg. No.: 27233 
103 East Neck Road 
Huntington, New York 11743 
631-549-4700 
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